






























































































































































































































. .Pursual'\t·,tq. I or Commerce'• 
we made cunency· : ' . 

conversions at. the rates certi'ned by, the 
Federal Reserve. Bank. .. ... " 1:. :. , • 

Verification 

. As .provided in section 176(8) of 
Act. we verified all information . '. .... 
provided by Flabeg by using standard.'• . 
verification procedures. which included 

. on-site inspection of.manufacturer'.s 
facilities and examil'lation of relevant · 
sales and finandal rec0rds of the. 
company. 

Petitioner's Comments · 

A-56 

allocated to the actual . • Re"J'Onde.nt's Col!lment 2. F&abes . · 
production or the lines. .·: . . . . . argues that it incurs certeln expenses for 

DOC Response. For·flnanclal' eelee t'o wholesaleiii in tile.home 1narket 
depreciation. we have detennined thaf · that ·are no.t irir;urred.on s.alet to German· 
these costs should be allocated to the · exporters Who, ·aa pre-wholeulen · · · 
two.proouction lines in the same . . (diatributors).·asiiume similar expenaei: 

. proportion as the replacement cost : · on sales to wholesalersJn the Urtited · 
depreciation· recorded in the cost States:Flabeg states that such expenses 
accounting records for the ·specific · in the home market, through both . · 
production lirie. However, we have · related and unrelated sales agents,·are · 
continued to allocate certain plant reflected in the amount of a commission 
.overhead costs on a so/so.basis. These paid to unrelated sales agents in the 
co.sts include raw material batch mix home market. It argues that the 
and quality control. The two production Department should deduct the 
1.ines operate constantly and therefore · · commission expense on both related 
would require about the same amount of · and unrelated sales in the home mBl'ket 

Petitioner's 1. · effort in these areas even though the · when comparing those sales to U.S. 
that Fla beg a·nd its pareni. volume of production may be different. . sales through Gennan exporters te . 

<'.ompany,.Flachglas, are related parties Accordingly, we allocated the O\lerhead account for the different of trade 
. as defined in section 773(e)(3) of the Act. costs equally .to the two production in the two markets. · · · 
As such. it argues that purchases of lines. :. DOC Response. We have made no · · 
glass by Flabeg from Flachgles represent . Petitioner's Comment.3. Petitioner level of.trade adju!Jlment:FJabeg did not 
transfer separate '. . states that, rather than assign an . . ·demonstrate. that expensetl'incurred ln 
entities. It states that the Department, internal or fixed price fo waste glass; · · selling to wholesalers in the home 
when it determines the cost of · such waste should be valued at the. · market would not have also been · 
production of mirrors, is required :to . market value of the scrap or at the cost incurred in sales to distributors. Flabeg 
compare these transaction prices . : of the raw materials which it replaces. has neither shown differences in pricins 
arms length. market prices to determine DOC Response. We valued certam · at different levels of trade in the home · 
whether the transactions occur at . waste glass at the cost of the raw . . market nor shown what the differencett 
prevailing commercial valuetJ. The . materials which it replaces. Refer to the. in selling expenses would be for nte. to 
petitioner states further that Fla beg · "Foreign Market Value" section of the different levels. · 
failed to provide data market . notice for a discussion of this issue.'' Respondent's Comment 3. Pl8be8 · 
prices for Dost glass and the Department Petitioner's Comment 4. Petitioner requests that the scope of the 
failed to cOJ'ri>borate whether the states that any'adjustment to foreign investigation be limited to linfinished 
transfer prices for Ooat glass are a . market value under I 353.56(b) for silvered mimJrs.15 square feet or over, 

. proper measure of the cost of the glass. . ·fluctuations in exchange rates is :: · ' 'not iDchiding other c:oBted slasa · · . '. 
For these reasons; and because · · inappropriate in the face of sustained.. · · produicts such aa products· treated With 
petitioner asserts that the transfer prices rather than temporary, changes In the ·· :i : or copper. It statee that the 
for float glass were De.tow the market . value of the dollar versus the German . . : petitioner hes consistently referrecl'to . 
price <>f float glass sold in Genneny, it mark:. . . . . . . :.silvered products. In addition. Fla beg 
states that the Department should use . . · DOC We ayee. An, . . . argues that non1Ulvered mirrors are not 
the prices of float glass.supplied in the· analysis of the certified exchange rates · · the same "class or kind .. as silvered · · 
petition or the beat infonnation . for the period of investigation showed mirrors being producecUn separate. 
otherwise available ln its determination no evidence of temporary Ouctuationa · production facilities and bavma· ' '' 

· of Flabeg's.colit of production for which wowd warrant the use of the ·different end users than silvered·· - · . : . • 
mirrors. special rU.le eontairied in I 353.56(b). -mirrors. : . "' . 

1XJC Response. We disagree. Section Since Flabeg has not that · DOC Response. We have not limited 
773(e) of the Act is applicable to· it revised its prices to the .United States. the scope es requested by the · . •. · 
constructed value determinations of . during the period of.investigatioii. we respondent We have detemiined that . 
foreign market value and ·is not directly · .'.did not apply the special rule for. •· , . silvered mirrors end non-ailvereid · · 
applicable to:the calculation of cost of austai.iled exchange rate fluctuatfona. mirrori are the same "clan or kind" of 

pursuant to section 773(b). : ' · · · merchandiile:Tbe only limiteticnf 
In this case, Flachglas AC and Flabeg Respondent'• Comments . petitioner baa placed on such tDiiTOri iS 

operate as a sirigle eco'nomic unit. · · 'Respondent's _Comment 1;·F1abeg the size limitation as noted in the 
Flachglas percent of Flabeg. states that only "20 toil" shipments are · .. "Scope of Investigation" section of thl• 
All costs and profits ere ultimately · · made to the United States. It argues that notice. Moreover. the applicable TSUS .· 
shared. Accordingly. "profit" on because such 20 ton shipments allow for · numbers do not distinguish mirrors on· .. 
transactions betwelio the .two is not en certaµt savings over shipments of lesser . the·baaia or the chemical compoeition of 
actual cost incurred by the corporations ·amounts, and that sUCh coat savings are the backins. . . . . .. • 

. aa· 8 whole. Therefore. valuing float in lower pnces. for. the 20 ton . ti' of a1· 
·1 r r f · · "f u k" hi th o · 'LAJUuuua on g ass or purJ>oses o our coat o u -true s pmenta, e epertment U .d ti . · · ... 

production calculation, we used. should compare U.S. sales only to 20·ton qui a oa · 
Flachglas' actual costs. . . sales in the home market. · . (n accordaooe.with section 733(d) of 

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner DOC, Response. We agree.We. the Act .. we ere directing.the U.S. · 1 

argues that plant overhead and compared U.S. sales to sale&' made in the Cuato'11& Service to c0ntinue iuspend 
depreciatioo costs should not be home market a1 comparable quantitiei · ' liquidation of all entries of miirora In · 
arbitrarily allocated to tw.o prc)duction" pursuant to section· 353.14 of ow: · stock .iteet and lehr end sbm ·from: the ..... 

· lines on a SIJ/50 basis but shoqld be ·regulations. . . FRG that are entered. or · : 
; . . . . . 



from warehouse. for consumption, en or 
after the date of publication of this 
notice in the Fedenl Rezj9'8r. Tiie U.S.· 
Cutoms Service shall require a cash 
deposit or tbe poeting of.a bend equal to 
the estimated weighted-average amount 
by which tbe foreign market YBlue of the 
merchandise subject to thi1 
investigation exceeds the Unilec:t States 
price aa shown in tbe table below. Thia , 
empension of liquidation will remain in 
effect mrtil further notice. · 

AIOeg GmlaH---·-.,..--------Vereftgle ~ ~ (Yegla) _. _____ _ 

All Ollwrs ... - .. ---··-·····------t 

ITC Notificalioa 

1.29 

''·~· 451 . 

In accordance with eection 735(d) of 
the Act. we will notify the l'l'C of oar 
determination. In addition . .we are 
making available to the rrc all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
infonnation relating to this · 
imeatigation. We will-allow the ITC ' · 
access to all privileged and bu&inesa · 
proprietary information ill os fi1ea. 
provided the ITC eoofirma that it will · 
not diadoae llUCb informetion. either 
publicly Or under aa administrative . 

. protective order, without the wrJttan 
conlellt of the Deputy Aseiatant. 

. Secretary for Import Admiai1tratioo. 
The ITC wiD make its deteanination 
whether these imports materially injure. 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. . . 
industry wicbin t5 dap ef publication of . 
this notice. If the ITC detenninet that 
material injury or thre~ of material . 
mfury does not exiat. the proCeed.iris will 
be terminated and all 8ecuritie.s posted 
as a result of the suspension of · 
liquidati.ori will be refliilded or 
cancelled. . . . . 
· However~ if the rrc determinel that 

sucb iniwy does exist..we Will i'8ue an 
antidumpins duty order ~ctiaS .. · 

· ·cu.toma oifiaen to aueA llD 
antidumping duty on mi.rrtlniln atock . 

· sheet aad lelr end aizea frOm die PKG 
entered. or wilhdrawa frOin WaiebCnise. 

- for c:OOtumption after the suapeil.iion .of 
liquidation. equal to the amount by · . 
whkh the foreign market value exceed1 
the United States price. · 

Thie detennination ii being published 
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Aet{19 
u.s.c. 1673d(d)). . 
P•ul F....t--., ... : 
A..;.ttmt Secrefary for T~da Mmioidiatioll. 
November 24. U8& · . . . · 

(Fil.~~~ Filed tZ.:,t-86:" 8:45 ~l 
8l&.LINll CODI .• ...._. 

A-57 

Antldumplng; Mlrrora en Stock Shffl 
and Lehr £ad SUa Fnn Mair; FIMI· 
Determination of Sellen ua n.n 
Fair Value 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration. hDport Administration. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUIHIAllY; We have determined that 
mirrors in stock sheet and lebr end sizes 
from Italy are being. or-are likely· to be. 
sold in the United States at leas than fair 
value, and have notified the U.S. 
International Trade Commission (ITC) 
of our determination. We have also 
directed the U.S. Customs Service to 
continue to suspend liquidation of all 
entries of mirrors in stock aheet and lehr 
end sizes from Italy that are entered. or 
withdrawn from warehouse. for · 
consumption.on.or after the date of 
publication of this notice. and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for each entry in 
an amount equal to the estimated 
dumping margin as described in the 
"ContinuatiOll of Suspension of 
Liquidation" aection af this utice.. 
iFFECflVE DATI!: December Z. 1988. 

FOR FURlHER OlfORllATION CONTACT: 
·William Kane or Charles Wtleon. Office 
of Investigatioits. Import Administl'ation, 
Intematioaal Trade.Admini.atration. U.S.· 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Conatitu.tion Avenue NW .. 
.Washington. DC 7D230. telephone {2JOZJ 
377-1766, or 377-5288. 

After reviewin8 the petition. we · 
detennined that it coatained sufficient · · 
grounds upan which to initiate an . . 
antidwnping duty investigation. ·We 
initiated the investigation on April 21. 
1986 (51FR15936. April 29. 1986). and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

Otl May 13. 1986. the ITC found that 
there is a reasonable indication that 
imports of mirrors iR stock sheet and 
lehr end sizes from Italy are materially 
injuring a U.S. industry {U.S. ITC Pub. 
No. 1850. May H88). 

On June 4, 1966. we delivered a 
questionnaire to Societa Italiano Vetro. 
SpA. (S.L V.). Rome. Italy. believed to be 
the exporter of over eighty percent of 
the subject merchandise to the United 
States. requesting a response withi11 
thirty days. No response to our 
questionnaire was received. On July 14, 
1986, we again requested the company 
to respond, allowing unb1 September B. 
1986, for a complete and accurate 
response. Oil August z.e. 1988. a telex · 
was received from S.l.V. providing only 
infonnation regardlng the total volume 
and value of their exports durins the 
periOd of in.vestigation. _ ·. · ·· 

On Sej>tember .B. 1986. we lssued an 
affirmative prelimisuiry deteriniDatioll 
(51 FR 32506. Septe~ber 12. 1988)._ · 

On September 25~and 30. 1986, counsel 
for S.l.V. requested a pc)stpanement of 
our final determination 6o permit the . 
company to respond tO our' . · 
q12estiQMair~. On October 7. 1986. we · 

. denied thia requeaL Since DO: par1y to 
the proceedµig requested a public 
hearing, no sacla hearing was held. 

Scop8_ ol liMIStiption : 
F'mal Detemtina~oll · The products covered by this 

We have detemiined that dlln'ors in · · investigation are IHlfmished glass 
stock sheet and lebr end sizes from Italy mirrors. made or any of the glass 
.are being. or are likely to be. sold in the ·described io TSUS item numbers 544.11 
Umted States at len than fair value u through 544.41 of the Tariff Schedules of 
provided In eection 735 or" the Tariff Act. the United Slates Ann9tated (TSUSA). 
of 1930; lt8 amended (19 u.s.c. 1873d) 15 square feet or more ia reflectia, area. 
(the Act). The weighted·average rnar8fn which hava not been aubjeCted to any 
applicable to all exporters Is 116.%9 .. · finishina ope"tion such Bf beveling. 
percent,. · : . . .. _ . . etchins. edgiag. or. ftamiQI. classifiable 

in the TSUSA under item aurnber ·· ea.e Hiatorj· 

. On April 1 •. ts., we received a· ... 
petition in proper fonii filed by the · 
-National Association of Mirror 
Manufacturers i.Jl compliance with the 
filins requiremeitts of I 353.38 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36). 
The petttiOn alleged that imports of the 
subject men:bandiae from Italy are ,_. 
being, or are likely to be. sold in the · . 
United Sta tee at less than fair value 
~in the meenins of ..dion 731 of the. 
Act. and that ~eae imports are catnina 
material injmy, or threaten materiaJ . 
injury, to a Unlteci States il\dustry .. 

544.5400.. ... . .. 
The period<>f investigation ifl October 

1. 1985 through.Matdi 31. 1988. . 

. Fail Vaiue Compariscin 

To detennine whether sales of the 
subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at leH than fair value. 
we compared the United States price . 
with the foreign market value. Because a 
complete questionnaire response WBI 
not.received.•• discussed above, both · -
United States price and foreign market 
value were determined aa discussed 
below on the basis of the beet·· . 
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Information otherWise available 
pursuant to section 778(b) of the Act. 

United States Price 

We based United States price on a 
sampling or import statistics as the best 
Information otherwise available. These 
statistics were refined to approximate 
the unit value or the portion or the 
reporting category that best reflects the 
merchandise under investigation. We 
use import data during a period lagged 
two months from the period of 
investigation to approximate sales . ; 
during that period based on knowledge 
of the industry, transit time. and delays 
in statistical reporting. 

Foreign Market Value 

We based foreign market value on 
prices reported in the petition which 
were updated to reflect changes iri the 
currency conversion rate. Pursuant .to 
I 353.36 or the Commerce Regulations, 

! we made currency conversions at the · 
rates certified by the.Federal Reserve 
Bank. 

Verification 

Because a complete questionnaire· 
response was not received; as discussed 
above. none of the data submitted by .. 
the respondent was verified .. 

Petitioner's CommeriL Petitioner 
argues that, because no new information 
has been received by the agency since 
the time of the preliminary 
determination. which could eonstitute 
the best information otherwise 
available, the agency should again use 
petitioner's data and publicly available 
import statistics for purposes of the final 
determine ti on. · · 

DOC Response. We agree. 
Respondent did not submH a complete 
response io a timely manner. despite our 
granting a· substantial period of time for 

. - its submission.. . 
Respondent's CommenL Respondent 

argues that its failure ti) responCi to our 
questionnaire was due to the company's 
size and resultant delay. of the . 
questionnaire reaching the responsible 
official. They re.quested we postpone our 
final determination to permit them to file 
a response. 
· DOC Response. The reconi shows 

that the company was aware of this 
proceeding from the outset by inquiries 
from the Department through the 
American Embassy. Rome. and our 
direct communications by telephone, 
telex and letters to company officials. 
Despite those requests the company 
failed to provide a complete response io 
the extended 9 weeks period allowed. 
Accordingly, we denied their request for 
postponement ' 

Contlnuadon of Suspenllon of . 
Uquldation · 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act, we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to continue to 
suspend liquidation of all entries of 
mirrors in stock sheet arid lehr end sizes 
from Italy that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse. for 
consumption on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The. United States Cua toms 
Service shall require '8 cash deposit or 
the posting of a bond equal to the . 
estimated weighted-average amount by 
which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this · 
investigation exceeds the United States 
price as shpwn in the table below. Thia 
suspension of liquidation will remain in 
effect until further notice. 

Societa ll8iano Vetro, $pA. ···--·-···------.. -..... . 1111.29 
M Olw ~~/&partn._ 1111.29 

ITC Notmcalion 

In acconiance witb section 735(d) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of °'1r 
determinatiQn. In addition. we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
information relating to thi11 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and proprietary 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confmns that it will not disclose · · 
such information, either publicly or· 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the · 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

The ITC will make its determination 
whether these iinports are materially 
injuring, or are tbreatening material · : 
injury to, a U.S. industry within 45 daye 
of the publication of this notice. If the . 
ITC determines that material injury or ·· 
threat of material injwy does not exilt. · 
the proceeding will be terminated and ·· 
all securities posted as a result of · 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. . 

However, if the ITC determines that 
such injury does exist. we will i11&ue an 
antidumping duty onier directing 
Customs officers to asse88 an 
antidumping duty on mirrors In stock 
sheet and lehr end sizes from Italy 
entered. or withdrawn from warehouse,· 
for consumption after the suspension of : 
liquidation, equal to the amount by ; 
which the foreign market value exceeds· 
the United Stittes price. ' 

" Thia determination ls being published 
pursuant to HCtion 735{d) of the Act (19 
u.s.c. 1873d). 
Paul Freedenbers, 
Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration. 
November 24, 1988.· 
(PR Doc. 86-27088 ~ed lZ-1_.; 8:45 am) 
laLING COOi lllo.os-411 . 

CA-588-603~ 

Antldumplng; Mirrors In Stock Sheet 
and Lehr End Size• From Japan; Final 
Determination of Sain It Lesa Than 
Fair Value 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Admirustration. Import AdministratiOn. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: We have determined that 
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes 
&Om Japan are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value, and have notified the U.$. 
International Trade Commission (ITC) 
of our determination. We bave also 
directed the U.S. Customs Service to 
continue to suspend liquidation of all 

··entries of mirrors in stock sheet and lehr 
·end sizes from Japan that are entered or 
·withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption. on or after the date of, 
publication of this notice, and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for-each entr)t tn 
an amount equal to·the estimated · 
dumping margin as described In the · 
"Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation" section of tbls notice. 
EFFECTlft DAn: December Z. 1986. 
FOii FURTHER INFORllATIOll CONTACT: 
Mar)t S. Clapp, Office of lnveatigatiooa. : .:·. 
Import Administration. International. . 
Trade Admini1tration. U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington. . 

. DC 20230, telepbOne (202) 377-1789. . 
SUPPLlmNT~ ..cMlllATION: 

Final Determlnatloa 

We have determined that mirrors ln. ·· 
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from 
Japan are being, or are likely to be, sold 
in the United States at leas than fair 
value as provided in section 735 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1873d) (the ACt). The weighted
average margin applicable to all 
exporters is 89,59 percent 

Caae Hlatory · 

On April l, 1888; we received a 
petition in proper form filed. by the 
·Natloaal AISOCiation of Minor· 
Manufacturers In complkmce with the: · · 
filing requtrementa of I 353.38 of the 
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Commerce RegulBtiona (19.CFR 353.38}. 
ne petil.iOD all~ that impol18 of the 
subject merchandise from Japan are · 
being. or are likely to be. aold·ia the 

·United States at len than fair value 
within the meaning of section.731 of the 
Act, and that these imports are causing 
material injury. or threaten material .. 
injury. to a United States industry.· 

·After reviewing the petition. we· 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an -
antidumpP!g ~investigation. We 
initiated the inveslisation o~ April 21 •. 
1986 {51FR15936. April 29, 1986), and 
notified the rrc of our action. -

On May 13. t~. the ITC found that · 
there.is a.reasonable indication that"· . 
importi of alim>rs -ID ltock sheet and -
lelu: ,end sizes from Japan_ are materially 
injur:ing a U.S. indu:stry (U.S. ITC~ 
No.1850. May t~). __ - _ -

, On.June 8.1986. we presented _ 
questionnaires to Central Gl1U111 ~. Ltd. 
&Del NippOn "Street Glau Co., Ltd,. since. 
we had inform~tioa indicatmH that they 
ac00Ullt~ for appro~tely 73 percent 
of the exports to :the United States 

_ . dµring the period of investigation. A -

Additional data for Nippon Sheet -· -
Glass Co •• Ltd. was received on . 
Septem~ 28, 1988. and for Central 
Glass-Co., Ud. on Odober 3. 1988. In our· 
letter of October 14.1988. we infonned 
respoadenta that due to the exli!nsiom 
of. time granted tO ahem prior to -
September a. we would not consider in 
our investiption aay data submitted _ 

· - after tMt date. · _ · - . · 
Our preliminary detennination 

·provided mterested parties with an 
·opportunity to l8bmjt views orally or in · 
writing. Accardingly; we held a public 
hearins OD October 16. 1988. 

Scope of Investigation 

The products covered 'by thia 
inve&tigation are unfinished glass -
mii'rora. made of any of the glaBS 
described in TSUS item numbers "541.tt 
thl'ough 544.41, 15 square feet or more in 
reflecting area. which have,not been 
subjected to any finishins operation 
such as beveling. etching, edging. or 
framing, classifiable in the Tariff 

:Schedules of the United States . 
Annotabed(l'SUSAJ under item number 
544.5400. 

rates certified by the Federal Reserve 
Bank.-

Verification 

Beoeuae the questionnaire resporuies 
· were inaufficient. as discuSBed above. 

· none. of the data submitted by 
respondents was verified'. 

Pl!li~ar~ ~cmlll 
Petitioner's Comment 1. Petitioner 

argues that becailse no new infonnation 
has been received by the agency which 
could constitute the best information 
otherwise available siilce the time of the 
preliminary determination. the agency 
should again use petitioner·s data and 
publicly available import statistics for -
purposes of the final determination. 
D~ RBsponse. We agree. 

Respondents did not nbrnit complete 
responsas in a timely manner. despite. 
our granting them a total of nine 
additional weeks for aubmissions. 

· tw"o-week ex~ of re.ponse time 
was granted k)both eompanie1 oo July 

- 1, 1986. On JUiy Zl. 1986. We 'received the 
narrative and Computer tape-veniom of 
the responaes &Om both compariiea. 
Botti Ol the 11ueationriaire responsee 

- The period of investigation is October 
t. 1985_ through March 31~ 1988. · · 

Petitioner'11 Cornmeal 2. Petitioner -
argues that the respondents' request that 
third country sales be used for foreign 
market .value in our final detennination 
should be denied. Petitioner argues: (t) 
The agency. not the respondent, is the 
one to decide which data will be ased to 
determine foreign market value; (2) the 
eXistence of related parties in the home 
market does not mandate the use of 
third country aalea; and (3) respondents' 
explanation.of their .ystem of -
distribution does not Justify their refusal 
to provide llome market sales data. 

were insuff'icleet. RespondeDts reported · 
only a small portion of boine market 
sales. The reapomes to many questions 

-on both United States price and home 
market salea iridicated that they were 
"still under consideration." · 
Explanatioos for the calculation of ma.Dy 
expense categories were' not given. Also, 
respOndents did not submit proper non
proprietary suinmaries on a timely·basia. -

Fair Value Comparison 

To determine whether aalea of uM 
subject merchandise in tbe United _ 
States were made lit ~81 than fair value, 
we compared the United States price -
with the foreign market"value: Becauae 
the questiODD8ire responses were 
insufficient. both United S&atea price 
and fGreign market value we~ 

_ determined, aa discu~d below, 0n the· 
basis of tbs be&t information otherwiae 
avail_ilble pursuant to section 1?8(b4 ol 
the AcL -

United.States Price. 
Deficiency letters were sent to both 

re&pondenta on Auguat 11. 1986. Revised -
and complete responses were due 

_ · Aapat 15, 1988. Answers to oar We baaed United States price on it 

DOC Response. We agree. See the 
- resPome to Respondents' Comment 1. · 

- Petitioner's Commtmts. Petitioner · 
_ argues that the agency should use the __ 
·certified daily exchange ~tea to convert 
yen ftsur- fntO U.S. doD81'8, :rather thn 
the epeclahxi::bangie rate.t req~sted hf 
the respondent.a to aecowit for 
abnormalities in the exchange rates 
during the period of investigation. · · • deficiency letters were not received aampliq of import statistlca as the best 

until Septembers. 1988. Theae ~ infonnatiMl otherwise availabl~ na.. -· 
were still not complete. We allowed - statiatia wemrefined toapproximalie 

OOCReflponae. We agree. An 
analy9i1 of.the certified ~nge rates 
for the past ,ear b11B shomfthat the 
valae ef the-yen appreciated steadily. 

.. _ lllltil September B. tgae; for submissions · the mihalue of the portion of the . 
of data. - · - , - reporting category that best Pefleala the 

On September 8, 1986. we issaed an · merchandise under inVestiaation. We 
-11ffirmative preliminary determination used import data· during a period las8ed 
(St FR 32507, September U. 1986). Ai.a - three months from the period of 
o_n September B. 1986. we received a investigation to approximate sales -
submission from Central GlaBB Co.. Ud. -during that period baaed on mowtedge 
containing iome third country Sales data -of the iildustry, tr8nsit time. and delays 
along with a first-time request from · in statistical reporting. - _. 
respondents' cotinsel that we use·tlitnl 
co\int?y sales for purposes ~f f~reign 

Foieign ·M~ket Value -. 

· with no evidence of temporary 
Oactuations in the exchange rates which 
would warrant use of the special rule 
contained In I 353.56{b) of the 
Co~ regulations. In addition, 
respondents have not demonstrated a 
revision of prices to the United St_ates to 
offset die c:b.augee in exchange rates. 

Resjl0od8ats~ cOmmaota . market value fOr both compames. Thia We baMd foreign 11U1.rket value on 
request waa ~ aa i'elpondanta' · - _ . prieea.itlpOIW la~ peWion wbich·. - - ' . . . 8.Rs!'Omlenta' Comment J. 
•liegation tJaetalhalea-ia·thebcnne ... ;. __ ; Wall! arpdated to eeftect chllnp8 la the· · ·· RespondeDts IH'SUll that thfrd CDGA!iy -

-~et were to .re~~ted parti--aDd, . . cunencr..m.waraom riate.. fluauant to- , - 18188 data'ftlust be used H \he basie to· 
-ther81cirit. aMlbinot ba~nwt.a.da.a bala ~ ~-I na-•of llae Copp91ee a.platloa· . :c;a1cu1ot1t fmeip.lln8Jbt value heesue 
Jor detenniningf8'r "81u:· ... ~: . --..: .· .·. ~-- we 1nade currency~oasatdl9 there are no Unrelated party . . . . ' . .·.. . ~.. ·- ~ - . 
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transacHona upon which .to base·foretsn 
markelYahie. . . · . 

DOC Responae. We disagree.· .·. · 
Respondents' allegation that all home 
market sales were to ·related customen 
wa1ftot.•dequatety substantiated. If all 
sale1 were to related parties, the first 
sales froin related parties to unrelated 
partie. ahould have been reported. -

RespondentJJ 'Comment 2. ··· 
Respondents argue that the calculation 
of United States price should be1>a~ 
on respondents' United States sales · 
intormation submitted to the . · 
Department since the United States ... 
price information was complete and 
presented in a timely manner. 

DOC Response: We disagree.United 
States aalea information submitted by 
the resp~>ndents was not complete. 
Respondents failed to answer portions ·· 
of the questionnaire and to provide 
sufficient explanations of certain 

..._allocations of costs. · 
Respondents' Comment 3. 

Respondents argue that. if the 
Department relies on best information 
otherwise available, United States price 
cannot be based on the sampling of 
import statistics used for the preliminary 
determination. Respondents suggest that 
the Department use statistics covering 
all imports under TSUS item mnnbers 
544.11 throl,18h 544.41, rather than the 
selected volumes entering under. TSUSA 
item number 544.5400, which we used 
for our preliminary 4etermination. ·. · · 

DOC Response. We diSagree. We feel 
that the import .statistics. used are 
suitable for determining an accurate 
United States price for the merchandise . 
imported during the period or 
i,nveatigation. We used a sampling of the 
largest volilmes enterui, under TSUSA 
item-nwnber 544.5400, a basket category 
includi.ns ·an tniiTors over 1 square foot 
in area. 'Since lhe investigation <:oven _ 
only unfinished mirrors 15 square feet in 
area. and due to the evidence on record . 
that smaller mirrors are sold 'at higher 
pricea, we determined that the smaller 
mi~ included in the TSUS item · 
would probably be at higher prices per 
unit (square foot) than the large mirrors 
under investigation.Our sampling 
focused on the largest volumes per porf 

· since there is a greater likelihood that 
these larger shipments would include 
mainly the products under investigation. 

As for the re9p0ndents' assertion that 
we include all merchandise under TSUS 
item numbera 544.11 through 544.41. we · 
find this to be'an unreasonable request 
since these TSUS numbers cover glass. 
AOt minvn. . · 
_ ~ni.~commenu. _._. · . 

of investigaflon'ln maldns-e.xchange rate 
conversions. · . 

DOC Response. We disagree'. See 
Petitioner'• Comment 3. 

Respondents;' Comment 5. . 
Respondents argue that due to the 
affirmative prelimin&J'Y detenniDBUOD 
and a compelling need shown by 
respondents. the Deparbneht should 
have postponed the rU181 determination. 

DOC Response. We disagree. U 
exporters who account for a significant 
proportion of exports or the 
merchandise under investigation 
properly requeat an ext~sioa after.au .. 
affirmative preliminary determination, 
we are required. absent compelling 
reasons to the contrary. to grant the 

. requesL In this case. respondents .were 
granted nine additional weeb (i.e .. until 
our preliminary determinaticm) to - . 
respond to oiir questionnaire. Despite 
repeated extensions. respondenta failed 
to provide either timely or adequate 
information with respect to their United · 
States and borne market sales. Indeed. 
by September S. 1986. the date of our. 
preliminary detennination. respondents 
had indicated that no further home 
market salea information woUld ,be : . 
provided and. henceforth. third country 
sales wotild be reported for use aa · ·. 
foreign market value. Based on the · 
foregoing, we determined that It wa1 
inappropriate to extend thia rmal 
determination and that compelling 
reasons existed which iustifled our 
denial of respondents' requesL (See 
Case History aection of this notice.) 

Continuation of Sutlpension of 
liquidation - .. 

lri accordance with section 733(d) of . 
the Act. we aie directin,g the United 
Statea Customs Service .to continue to . _ 
suspend liquidation of all entries ol .. · . 
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr and end 
siz1:11 from Japan that are enteied. or . 

0 

withdrawn from warehouse, for .. 
consumption, on or after·the date of . 
publication of this notice bathe Fedenl 
Register. The United Statea Cue~ 
Service ahall mqaire a cub deposit.or 
the postins ol a bond eqWll to the . · 
estimated weisbted-everage amount by 
which the foreip market value of the 

· merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeds the United Statea 
price as shown In the table below. Thia 
suspension of liquidation will remaln in 
effect until further DOtice. · 

.. ....._..,,..._,.... .. 

_·-Ra~taargutt~t~e~. 
· 1houlcl ~"e iato ~&Jhe aharp · .. _ · . 
;B-ppe8ciaUoa of the yen durins the. period : 

Al~~·'-·-··•• 

ITC Notific:atioD 

In accordance with sedion 735(d) of 
.the Act. we wi11 notify the ITC of our 
detennination. In addition. we are 
making available to ·the ITC all . . . 
nonprivileged and nonproprletary 
informal.ion relating to thia · · 
investlsatioa. We will aDow the ITC 
access to an. privilegeH!la-proprietary 
information in our mes. provided the 
ITC confirms that lt will.not disclose. 
such intermation. either publicly or 
lDlder an adriiinlstrative .piotective · 
order. without the written consent of the -
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. · 

The rrc Will make tt9 determination 
whether these imports are materially 
injuring.« are threatenins material 
injW'J to a U.S. industry within 45 days 
of the publication of this notice. H the 
ITC determines that material injury or 
threat of material injury does not exist. 
the proceeding will be tenninated and 
all securities .posted u a re1ult of 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. 

However. if the ITC deteiminea that 
such lnjurJ does exist. we will t1911e an 
antidmnpins duty order dlrectins . 
Customs officers to assess an 
antidumping duty on mirrors in stock 
.sheet and lehr el)d sizes from Japan 
entered. •withdrawn from warehouse, 
.for con.smnpttoft after the 1aspenalon of 
liquidation. equal. tO the amount-bf . 
which the forelgft miubt n1u89 exceeth 
the United States price. . . - · · · 

This detemiination is being published 
pursuant to. section 135(d) of the Act (19. . 
u.s.c. 18'73c!). . . ~- -. . . . 
hm,...._\.ls.·- · 
AssistODt~ for TTada Adiruni~lioa. 
NOYem~z&. Hiii. 

·(FR Doc. -..Z7987 mad 11-0l-ak e:4a am) 

. lA-47MI01 I .. 

Antldumplngi lllmn In .Stoc:ll ..... 
MCI Lehr End Sima From POftupt 
Final De....,.lnatlon Df a.lee Id Lw 
T1w:l F* Value 
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8UllllARY: We have determined that 1986 (St flt 15937, April %9, 1988), and 
mirrora in stock sheet and lehr end sizes notified the ITC of our action. 
&om Portugal are being, or are likely to On May 18, 1986. the ITC found that 
be, sold in the United States at leH than there is a reasonable indication that 
fair value. The United States imports of mirrors in stock sheet and 
International Trade CommiHion (ITC) lehr end sizes from Portugal are 

-will determine, within 45 days of materially injuring a U.S. industry (U.~. 
publication of this notice, whether these ITC Pub. No. 1850; May, 1986). 
imports are ~aterially injuring, or On May 20, 1986, we presented a 
threatening material injury to, a United questionnaire to Abilio de Sousa, Filhos 
States industry. We have also directed and Ca., Limitada (Sobil), since we had 
the U.S. Customs Service to continue to information indicating that they. 
suspend liquidation of all entries of accounted for virtuaHy all of the exports 
mirrora in stock sheet and lehr end sizes to the United States during the period of 
from Portugal that are ent~red, or investigation. An extension of time in 
withdrawn from warehouse, for which to respond was granted, and, on 
constimption, on or after the date of July 14, 1986, we received the narrative · 
publication of this notice, and to require version of the questionnaire response. 
a .cash deposit or bond for each entry in On July 17, 1986, we received the · 

. an amount equal to the estimated computer tape version of.the response. 
dwnpirig margin as described in the Since the responses were insufficient, 
"Continuation of Suspension of we sent a defici!lncY letter on August 12, 

· Liquidation" section of this notice. 1986. On August 19, 1986, we .received • 
EFFEc:TriE DAT£ December 2. 1986. the supplemental response. On 

September 8, 1986, we issued an 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: . ffirm } d . 
Karen DiBenedetto (202-377_17781, or a ative pre iminary etermination of . 
Marys. Clapp, {202-377.;.17691, Office of sales at less than fair 'value (51 ~ 32508, 
lnveettnatione. Import Administration, September 12, 1986). Our notice of the 

"'6 preliminary determination provided· 
International Trade Administration, U.S. interested parties with an opportunity to 
Department of Commerce. 14th Street submit Views orally or in writing. Based 
and Constitution Avenue NW., upon a timely request, a public hearing . 
Washington, DC 20230. was held on October 9, 1986. · · 
SUPPLEllENTAL INfORMATION: 
Final Determination Scope of Investigation 

· · · . The products covered by this . 
We have determined that ~re in.· . investigation .are unfmished glaBS 

stock sheet and lehr end sites trOm · · . ·mirrors, made of any of the glase · 
Portugal are being~ or are ~ikely to he_. . •described j.n TSUS items 541.11 through 
sold in the United States at Iese than fair 544.41, t5 iquare feet or more in 
value as provided in section 735 of the reOecting area, whicJi have not been 
Tariff ACt ofl930. as amended (19 . subjected to any finishing operatioQ 
U.S.C. 1673~) (the.Ac~). The weighted- auch as bevelling, etching, edging, or 
average Jnargins are shown in the framing. currently classifiable in the ·· 
"Continuation of Suspension of Tariff Schedules of the United S'ates 
Liquidation" section or this notice. Annotated (TSUSA) under Item 544.5400. 
Case History We made comparisons on all of the· - · 

on' April 1, l986. we received a sales of the product during the period of 
petition in proper form filed by the 

1
investigation, August 1, 1985 through · 

National Association of Mirror anuary 31• t988. ' 
Manufacturers, on behalf of the U.S. 
industry producing mirrors in stock 

. sheet and lehr end sizes. In compliance 
·with the filing requirements of section _ 
353.38 of the Commerc~ Regtilations (19 
CFR 353.36), the petition alleged that 
imports of the subject merchand.ise from · 

·Portugal are being, or are likely to be, . . 
sold in the United States at less than fafr 
value .within the meaniJl6 or section 731 
or the Act. and that these imports . 
materially injure, or threaten material 
injury to. a U.S. industry. . 

After reviewing the petition, we. 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty inveetigation. We 
initiated ~e investigation on April ~t. 

Fair Value Comparisons 

To determine whether sales of the 
subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less then fair value, 
we compared the United States price 
with the foreign market value. 

United States Price 

AB provided in section 772(b) of the 
Act. we used the purchase price or the 
subject merchandise to represent the 
United States price because the 
merchandise was sold to unrelated U.S. 
purchasers prior to ita importation into 
the United States. 

We calculated the purchase priat for 
Sobll based on the F.O.B. price t~ 
unrelated U.S. purchasers. We made 

deductions. where appropriate, for 
discounts, port charges, freight and 
insurance. 

Foreign Market Value 

In accordance with section n3(a) of 
the Act, we calculated foreign market 
value based on delivered home market -
prices to unrelated purchasers since 
there were sufficient sales of such or 
similar merchandise. We made 
deductions. wbere appropriate, for 
freight and discounts. We made an 
adjustment under section 353.15 of the 
Commerce Regulations for differences in 
circumstances of sale for credit 
expenses. No home market packing 
costs were reported. We added U.S. 
packing to home market prices . 

We compared identical {such) . 
merchandise sold in the home market to 
the merchandise sold to the United 
States in accordance with section 
771(16)(A) of the Act. 

We made currency conversions from 
Portuguese escudos to U.S. dollars in 
accordance with I 353.56(a) of our · 
regulations, using the certified daily · 
exchange rates furnished by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York. 

Verification · 

As provided in section 776{a) of the 
Act, we verified a.II information . 
provided by Sobil by using standard 

·verification procedures, which included 
on-site inspection of manufacturer's 
facilities and examination of relevant 
Hlee ai:id financial records of the 
company .. 

:-

Petitioner's Comments 

Comment 1. Petitioner argues that the 
Department-is·required to use sales of_ 
identical merchandise as the basis for 
foreign market value, where the q·uantitY · 
of home market sales of such or similar 
merchandise is sufficient to form an : . 
adequate basis_ for comparison. · 

DOC Reaponse. We agree. We . 
determined that there were sufficient 
home market-sales of such or similar 
mercha~dise to form an adequate basis . · 
for determining foreign market value. 
After determining that there is a vi_able 
hoine market, we then determine which 
product among such or similar products 
is the most similar. There were sales of 
identical merchandise in the home 
marke\. Since the statutory preference is 
for comparisons of identical (such) · 
merchandise, we compare these to the 
U.S, sales, absent ~viderice that they are 
not in the normal courae of trade. . 

Comment Z. Petitioner claimf that the 
Department failed to adjust. the prU;es or . 
similar merchandise to account .. ·. . . 
sufficie~tly for p~yl,ical ~ifrei:en~s for 
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detarmination and that ihve cOntilu• ~·.· · the esttmated wellht9d-avei'ap-amoant · ·· · . · . · · · . 
include similar merchandise ins '- .::. -by~ theforetgn market valae of the Antldwecplnt; lllrron In 8tocll SbMI 
compari~ we shoU1checalcillate ttte::-... · merchandise subject to thU ·· -.·· · · · . · ·· : and Lehr .End Sima FrorR 9W·Unlted 

· adiustme_nt. . · · . . . · investigation exceeda ·die United Stales . Kingdom; Flml~ of a.a. 
DOC Respanse. Since we did not use· price as 11hown in the table below. Thia at Lwa ThM Fairy.... -

11imilar merChandise in our compariaom 11uspensfon Of. liquidation will remain in AGENCY: latemation81 Trade 
for this detenniAalion. the iuue ia ineot. effect until furtheraotice. Administratioa. lmport.Atimlniatration. 

Comment 3:Petitioner Claims that the Commerce.· 
Department is required to use a daUy 
exchange rate when comparing the 
foreian market.value to U.S. sale11 on . 
datea where daily ratea exist. 

oOc ResponM. We agree md u8ed.' 
the appropriate exchange rate11 for oiur · . · Abilio de ScMa. Rtw..., ea.. l..imbdl •. ...:.. 
compariaona. Because the exchanse rate Al oaw ~~ 
on the date of purchase varied by more 
than five percent from the quarterly rate.· · 
we used the daily rate aa..certified by the . rrc Netlfk:ation 

17.SS ., .. 
Federal ReserVe Bank of New.York. The . 
special rule oft 353.56{b) of the. · . 
Department's regula.tiena does not . 

In aceordance with ~ectiOa 735{d) of. 

apply. 
Comment 4.·Petitioner Claims.that the · 

Department properly disallowed Sobil's 
claimed credit expeo.ses since the terma 
of sale were not adequately explained. 

DOC Response. We disagree. See our 
response to Respondeaf1 Comment.%. ·. 

Respondent's Comments 

· the At:t. we will notify the ITCd our 
· detenninatiorL JD additioD. we are : 

making available '° the rrc au 
nonprivileged and ~tarJ · 
information relating to thia . 

· investigation. We will allow die ITC _ · 
accesa to all privileged and busine .. 

· proprietary infOnnation ill oar filea. 
·. provided the rrc confirma that It will , ·. 
. not disclose such information. either · 
publicty·or wider an administrative 

ACTION: Notice. 

&ulDIAllr. We haw detenniaed·that 
mirrors ill ltock sheet and lebr end me. 
from the Uuitad Kingdom are beio& or 
are likelr to be. aold m the United Statee 

· at leu than fair value. We have notified 
the U.S. International Trade 
Comminion {ITC) of oW' determinatioa.. 

. We hm alao diPacted 1he U.S. Customa 
. Service to eon~ to suspend 
· liquidation of all entries Ofmirrenl !a . 
1tock sheet and lebr end sizes from Iba 
United kingdom that are entenMl ar - · 
withch:awnfrom warebciule •. for '· · 
consumption. on or after the date of 
publication of this notice. and to require 
a cash depeail or ·bolld for each entry in · 
an amount equal to the estimated 
dumPinl llMU'lim as de9cribed in the . 

· "Contimialion of Supenaiwr ef 
. IJquidadon'' 98CtioD of this notice. · 
a:ncn¥e Daft: December z. 1988. 

Cammenl 1. Respoitdent claims that protective order, without the written 
the Dep~rtnient was correct in using the · t of the De t ·Au· fa f FOR PUllntER INFOIUIA TIOll .COlllT ACT: · 
quarterly ext:han8e rates for a11 . . . consen pu J ia D · Raymond G. BU8811. (20Z-317~}or . 
comparlsona. · · · · · · · Secretary for Import ~dininiatration. Mary S. Clapp. ~7'1-'-1769). Office of 

DOC R.espon8t!. gee o'1r response lo · -The ITC will make ita detenninatioa · Inveatigatiom. lmport A.dministraijon. · 
Petitioner's Comment 3. · whether: tbeae. imports. materiallr injure. · lntematioDal Trade AdminlatratioD. U.S. 

Cornmtuit 2. Respondent claims that - or threaten material iDiurr to.-a.U.S. Department of Commei'ce.14t.la"Street 
the Department should allow So bits industry within '5 days oI publication of and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
deduction for home market credit · . this notice. If the ITC determines that · Washington. DC zom. 
expense since it has been verifletl · ' material iniwY Ul':tlueat el meteriti, - 8UPPLEllBfTAL .....,.T10IC · · · · 

DOC Response. We agree. We ·· · · injury doea not uiat. the proceeding will 
verified 'the credit "terms and indirect ' be tenninated .and all aeairitia posted . Final De~doa 
charges· related to the method' af · · · as a result of the suspension of 1 We haw detenniDed that mim>n in · · 
payment tn the home market and.have · · liquidation wHI tJe refunded or - stock sheet andlehr end siz:n from the 
madeanadjustmentfordiflerimcestn cancelled.;· .- ·0 • - '-': · Unitedtcmgdmn~beint.or-arelikelf -- · 
credit expenses under I 353.15 of the · . . . However, if lhe rrc determines tha~ . to be, 80ld iD tb8 United States at-len · · 
Commerce .Regulationa. · · . · · . . . h . . doe xlat. will . . than fair nJae ••provided ID aeotlon 

Comment .9. Respondent cliri1D11 that · c sue; 101'°! · 11 e w~ .188ue 80 735 of lhe Tariff Act of 1930. a1·amended 
the Department waa correct in including antidumplD,8 d1&ty order. directiDJ : (19 .U .S.C.1B73d) (the Act) •. Tbe · · 

. ""limilar"111etehan~in·t1aehome· ·--- .. Cuatomaaiffi.~_to~••.-·-:,. - :- _::.-~- w8JP~wwwpw11mehawn1D-· ·-.. 
market In our compamoria. · ·· · · · antldumpins ~ 08 llUl'l'oa In .tock-- ··· -· th~Umi of Sospemlon al 
· ··DOCRespsnse. W-e-disagree;SeeGQI' · ~ee&and~-.. aimfro.-&rbipl · ... Liquidatbreeclaiacthianotk:e.·: · • .: ·. 
response to ''Petitionen Comment t."! --- - entered, or. withdrewa mm wareboue. . : · . · - ... - . . . . . . . . . . . 

- · · · - · · . . : - · for consumption after tbe mspension.ol . Cue HiatorJ · . . _ . . . . 
Continuation of Suspension of . liquidation. equal to the amount bJ On April 1, 1986, we received a 
UquidatioD ·· which the foreign market v.Jue exceeds petition iD proper form med by the 

;In accordance with section 73;3(d) of the United States price. National Association ofMirrw 
the Act. we are directing the U.S. . Thia determination la being published Manufacturers. on behalf af the U.S. 
Customs Service to continue to suspend~ pursuant to section 73S(d) of the Act (19 lndusby producing minors in 1tock 
liquidation a! aH entries o! mirrors in· U.S.C. ~673d(d)J. . - · · sheet and lehr end stzea. ht c0mpllance 
stock sheet and_ 1ehr end 1rzea. from Pa~ rieedenbels. with the filinl requtrementl of I SSS.38 
Port~al that are entered, or withdrawn· · · of the Coinmerce Regulations (19 CFR 
from warehom~. for consumptton.·an or A6BiitanlS«:retary.forTradeAdlllini6trflli~ 353.38), the petitien alleged that lmpor:ta · 
after' the date of pubJicatfon· of this · · Noviimher 24. 1988. of the subject merchandise &om the 
notice_ tn th_e Fed'!"al Regiater."Ttie u.S: (FR Doc. ll&-Z7088 Filed 1Z-Ot~11:45 am)' United Kingdom are befns, or an tdtel1 
Custom& "Service shall rP.qulte a cash . .. D.LlllQ COCIUl,MMI . . . .. to_ be, ~d In the United Sta tea at lesi - . 
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than fair value within the meaniii, or 
1ection 731 or the Act, and tliat these 
imports materially injure.~r threaten 

· mat'Srial injury to, a U.S. industry. 
After reviewing the petition. we . 

determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty investigation. We 
initiated the investigation on April 21, 
1986 (51 FR15937, April 29, 1986), and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

On May 16, 1986, the ITC found that 
there is a reasonable Indication that 
imports of mirrors in stock sheet and 
lehr end sizes from the United Kingdom 
are materially Injuring a U.S. industry. 
(U.S. ITC Pub. No. 1650; May, 1986}. 

· · United States price because the 
merchandise was sold to unrelated·U.S. 
purchasers prior to its importation. We · 
calculated purchase price based on the 
FOB. CIF. or free delivered, duty paid 
packed prices. We made deductions for 
brokerage charges and foreign inland 
freight. Where appropriate, we also 
made deductions fur ocean freight, 
marine insurance, and U.S. duty. For 
Solaglas, we also made a deduction, 
where appropriate, for demurrage. For 
Bowman Webber, we also made a 
deduction. where appropriate, for U.S. 

On June 4, 1986, we presented 
questionnaires to Solaglas Coventry, 
Ltd (Solaglas} and Bowman Webber, 
Ltd. (Bowman Webber}. An extension of. 
time in which to respond was granted, 
'and, on July 14 and July 17, 1986, · 
respectively, we received incomplete 
responses from Solaglas and Bowman 
Webber. We requested supplemental 
information from the respondents, and 
Solaglas responded on July 29 and 
August 26, 1986. Bowman Webber 
submitted its supplemental information 
on August 5 and August 22. 1986. 

On September 8. 1986, we issued an 
affirmative preliminary determination of 
sales at less than fair value (51 FR 32510. 

· September 12, 1986). Our preliminary 
determination notice provided . . 
interested parties with an opportunity to 
submit views orally or in writing. 
Accordingly, we held a public hearing 
on October 17, 1986. 

ScOpe of lnv~stigation · 

nie products covered by this 
Investigation are ·unfinished glas~ 
mirrors, made or any of the glaSll 
described in TSUS items 541.11 through 
544.41. 15 square feet or.more in 
reflecting area, which have not been 
subjected to any finishing operation 

. such as bevelling, etching, edging. or 
framing. currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400. 

We made comparisons on virtually all 
or the sales of the product during the 
period of investigation, November t, 
1985 through April 30, 1986. 

Fair Value Comparisons 
; To determine whether sales of the 

subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value, 
we compared the U.nited States price 
with the foreign market value. 

United States Price 

As prlJVided in section 772(b) of the 
Act, w.e used the purchase· price. of the 
subled.merchandise'to represent the 

inland freighL . 

Foreign Market Value· · 

In accordance with-section 
773(a}(l}(A) of the Act, we based foreign 
market value on home market prices 
since there were sufficient sales in the 
home market. We made appropriate 
deductions from delivered prices to 
·unrelated purchasers for freight, 
insurance. and discounts. In accordance 
with I 353.15 of Commerce's Regulations 
{19 CFR 353.15), we also made an 
adjustment for differences in 
circumstances of sale for credii terms, 
advertising expenses and warranty 
expenses. For Solaglas, we also made an 
adjustment for ·commissions in the two 
markets. For Bowman Webber, where 
we had commissions in only one market, 
we made adjustments for the differences 
in commiaaiona in the applicable market 
and indirect selling expenses in the . 

. other market. used as an offset to the 
commissions, in aceordance with 

- § 353.15{c) of Commerce's Regulations. 
we.deducted home market packing and 
added U.S. packing. 

We made comparisons of ''.such or 
shiillar" merchandise based on a 
consideration of grade, thiclcness, and 
color of the particular mirrors involved 

We disallowed Bowman Webber's 
. and Solaglas' adjustment claims for 
· currency·conversion and exchange.rate 
fluctuations because th.e respondents 
did not meet the criteria set forth in 
I 353.56{b} of Commerce's Regulations. 
Pursuant to I 353.58 of Commerce's 
Regulations, we made cummcy 
conversions at the rates certified by the 

.. Federal Reserve Bank. ·. . · · 
We also disallowed Bowman 

Webber's and Solaglas' claims for a". 
level of trade adjustment because they · 
did not show that tJelling expenses 
incurred on U.S. sales would have been 
incurred in the home market had such · 
sales existed there, nor did they 

' demonstrate and quantify the effect on 
·prices in the relevant markets. 

Verification 

As provided in section 776{a} of the 
Act, we verified all information 

provided by the respondents by using 
standard verification procedures, which 
included on-site inspection of 
manufacturer's facilities and 
exa·inination of relevant sales and 
financial records o~ the .company. 

Petitioner's Comments 

Petitioner's Comment 1. Petitioner 
argues that Solaglas should not be 
allowed a level of trade adjustment for 
sales to it& U.S. agent because the 
agreement by which Solaglas ·sold at a 
lesser price to its U.S. agent was merely 
an arms-length price negotiation with an 

· lndMdual customer. Petitioner further· 
argues that Solaglas has inadequately 
qu·antified the adjustment by basing the 
adjustment on alleged price concessions 

· which account for different factors than 
just alleged setting expenses .. 

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Solaglas Comment t. 

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner 
argues that Bowman Webber should not 
be allowed a level of trade adjustment 
on sales to its U.S. distributor because 
respondent did not adequately quantify 
Its claims. 

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Bowman Webber Comment 
t. 

Petitioner's Comment 3. Petitioner 
argues that we should disallow Bowman 
Webber's and Sol_aglas' cJ~ for the 
application of the 90-day lag rule for 
currency conversion because there ha_s 

. been a sustained change in the 
exchange .rate. · . . . 
· DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Bowman Webber Coniment 2 
and Solaglaa Comment 3. 

Petitioner's Comment 4. Petitioner 
argues that we should disallow Solaglas' 
claimed adjustment for bad debt · 
expense because the expense is not 
directly related to the sales under 

· investigation. · 
DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 

Position to Solaglas Comment 2. 
Petitioner's Comment 5. Petitioner 

argues that the Department should . 
disregard Solaglas' sales to related 
parties because the_ sales were at lower 
prices than those to unrelated · · 

· purchasers. ·• · · 
DOC Position. We agree. See DOC · · 

Position to Solaglas Comment 4. 
Petitioner's Comment 8. Petitioner 

argues that the Department should not 
allow Solaglas' claimed circumstance of 
sale adjustment for advertising 
expenses because the clain:is were not 
adequately documented. 

DOCPosition. We disagree. . 
Advertising expenses were verified to 
be attributable to subsequent resales of 
the merchandi9e and were, tl)erefore, 
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determined to be directly related to the 
sales under consideration.. · 

Petitioner's Comment 1, Petitioner . 
argues that the'Departmt:Dt should itot 
allow the 'Verified home market cash . 
discount amount because the amount 
was different than what was reported in 
Solaglas' original response. 

DOC Position. We disagree. The 
pu~se of the Department's verification 
process is to ~stablish the validity of the 
questionnaire response. When we find · 
that a claim is justified but the amount 
differs from that reported, we use the 
verified amount. Therefore, for purposes 
of this final determination, we adjusted 
Solaglas' home market discount claim to 
correspond to the verified amount. 

Petitioner's Comment B. Petitioner 
argues that the Department did not 
verify Bowman Webber's claim that 
certain invoices sold in 100-inch widths 
were lehr end rather than stock sheet 
sizes. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
verified this item as noted below in 
DOC Position to Bowman Webber 
Comment3. 

Respondents'. Comments 
Bowman Webber Comment 1. 

Bowman Webber argues that its home 
market sales and its one sale to its 
exclusive U.S. distributor were at 
different levels of trade. Therefore, an 
adjustment equivalent to at least the · 
home market indirect selling expenses is 
necessary to compare home market 
sales with this sale. Bowman Webber 
argues that by ·shifting the role of 
national distributor from itself to the 
distributor, it also shifted the burden of 
indirect sales expenses necessary to sell 
to U.S. wholesalers and mirror 
manufacturers. As an alternative to the 
claimed level of trade adjustment. 
Bowman Webber asks that the 
Department make an equivalent 
adjustment as a cost-justified quantity 
discount because of the quantity 
differences between home market sales 
and the particular sale. Bowman · 
Webber argues that it incurred indirect 
selling costs on direct sales to 
wholesalers and mirror processors in 
the United States when it acted as U.S. 
national distributor, but these expenses 
were not incurred on the sale to its 
distributor. thus justifying a lower price. 
Therefore, if a level of trade adjustment 
is disallowed. we should make a special 
quantity discount adjustment reflecting 
the very large size of this one sale; 

DOC Response. We diaagree. We 
disallowed the level of trade adjustment 
because respondent did not show that 
selling expenses incuned on U.S. tales 
would have been incurred in the home 
market had there been 1ales at the same 

level of trade 1n that market. With 
regard to the claim for an adjustment for . 
quantity discount. an analysis of home 
market sales indicated that Bowman 
Webber did.not have any sale11 of this 
size in the home market. Therefore, we 
could not quantify any adjustment for 
this sale. Therefore, we did not allow 
the additional quantity discount . 
adjustment beyond those already 
granted on home market sales. 

Bowman Webber Comment 2. 
Bowman Webber argues that the 
Department should apply the 90-day lag 
rule for currency conversion purposes. 
Bowman Webber argues that since the 
value of the dollar declined significantly 
against the pound sterling during the 
fourth quarter of 1985. a fluctuation 
which was not predicted at the time, 
U.S. sales during November and 
December 1985 should be compared to 
home market sales prices based upon 
the exchange rates in effect during the 
third quarter of 1985, when the U.S. 
prices were quoted. 

DOC Response. We disagree. The 
exchange rate change at issue has been 
a sustained one, rather than a temporary 
one. Bowman Webber has stated that, 
consistent with industry practice, it 
revises .its prices once or twice a year. 
Since Bowman Webber did not revise 
its U.S. prices during the period of 
investigation to take into account the 
llUstained increase in the value of the 
pound; we have disallowed the claim 
and used certified daily exchange rates 
furnished by the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. in accordance with 
I 353.56 of our regulations. 

Bowman Webber Comment 3. 
Bowman Webber contends that sales of 
certain lehr end sizes to the U.S. market 
were improperly categorized as stock 
sheet and were. therefore, incorrectly 
compared to home market sales of stock 
sheet. 

DOC Response. We agree. 
Verification indicated that the sales 
were lehr end sizes and proper 
comparisons have been made for this 
final determination. 

Bowman Webber Comment 4. 
Bowman Webber argues that sales of 
peach colored mirrors in the home 
market are too small to provide an 
adequate comparison for sales to the 
U.S. Therefore, the Department should 
compare U.S. sales of peach colored 
mirrors to sales in a third country. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
determined that there were sufficient 
sales of the subject merchandise in the 
home market to- form an adequate basis 
for determining foreign market value. 
After determining that there is a viable 
home market, we then determine which 
product among such or similar product• 

is the mc;Jst similar. There were sales of 
peach mirro.rs. which constitute 
identical merchandise. in the home 
market. Therefore, we compared sales of 
peach mirrors in both markets. · 

Bowman Webber Comment 5. 
Bowman Webber states that it cancelled 
one sale to a U.S. customer because the 
customer was not able to receive the 
merchandise. The merchandise was then 
sold to a different customer at a lower 
price. Bowman Webber argues that the 
original higher-priced sale should be 
used when making a comparison to 
foreign market value. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
consider the first transaction to be a 
cancelled sale and the second 
transaction to be the actual completed 
sale. Therefore, we hav~ used the later 
transaction in our computations. 

Solaglas Comment 1. Solaglas argues 
that it should be allowed a level of trade 
adjustment on its sales to ita exclusive 
U.S. distributor. Solaglas argues that the 
distributor sells to and services 
Solaglas' customers in the U.S. market in 
the same,manner that Solaglas' 
previously inter~cted with U.S. 
customers and which it now aells to and 
services its home market customers. 
Therefore, since the distributor performs 
the functions which Solaglaa previously 
performed prior to its arrangement with 
the distributor, Solaglas contends that a 
level of trade adjustment is warranted 
which would account for the price 
allowance to the distributor. 
Alternatively, if we do not allow the 
level of trade adjustment. Solaglas 
ai'guea that the price differential can be 
considered as a commission and offset 
against home market indirect selling 
expenses. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We have 
disallowed the level of trade adjustment 
claim because Solaglas haa not . 
demonstrated that selling expenses of at 
least an amount which was claimed to 
have been incurred on sales to the 
United States would also have been 
incurred in the home market had sales 
at the same level of trade existed there 
Furthermore, relative to respondent's 
suggestion that we treat the price 
differential as a commission and offset 
the differential with home market 
indirect selling expenses, we consider 
selling at a reduced price, or at a -
discount, to be a change in price and no 
a commission.-

So/ag/as Comment 2. Solaglas argues 
that the Department erred in its 
preliminary determination by not 
adjusting foreign market value for 
claimed bad debt expense. The 
Department did not make the 
adjustment on the grounds that Solaglas 
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did not abow that the expeme waa 
directly related to the sales under 
consideration. Solaglaa arguu that it 
has met the statutory circumatance of 
sale requirementa because (1) the bad 
debt arose from aales during the period 
of ~vestigation, (2) the company to 
which the sales were made beeame 
insolvent during the period of · 
investigation. and (3) Solaglas wrote off 
the bad debt during the same period. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
consider bad debt. by ita very nature. to 
be an indirect selling expense since, 
under generally accepted accounting 
principles, bad debt is recovered over 
time by future price increases. 

Solag/as Comment 3. Solaglas argues 
that the Department should implement 
the 90-day lag rule because of the 
increase in the value of the pound in 
relation to the doHar during the 
November 1985-April 1986 period of 
investigation. Solaglas argues that the 
pound appreciated but not in any 
consistent manner which would have 
allowed Solaglas to price its product 
anticipating the appreciation of the 
pound. . 

DOC Position. We disagree. Although 
Solaglas stopped selling to the United 
States late in the investigation period, It · 
did not change its prices until May 1988, 
which was after the period of 
investigation. During this period. the 
pound steadily appreciated. Since 
Solaglaa made no attempt to adjust its 
prices during this period to ft!Rect the 
ateady increase in-the value of the 
pound. we do not believe it is 
appropriate to make any adjustments for 
sustamed currency fluctuations. · · 
Therefore. w~ have used the certified 
daily exchange rates furnished by the ·. 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. in 
accordance with I 353.56 of our 
regulations. 

Solagla• Comment 4. Solaglas argues 
that the Department's preliminary 
determination improperly di.ll'egarded 
home market sales to related parties 
when it calculated foreign market value. 
Solaglas contends that ~ related sales 
are arms-length tranaactiona because 
related and Unrelated puichaaera buy 
from the same price list and are eligible 
for the same discounts as unrelated 
purchasers. 

DOC Position. We disagree. 
Verification ahowed that related 
purchaaers receive a lower price on 
some sales than do unrelated 
purchasera. Therefore. the salea to 
related purchasers were not anrui-length 
transactions and were disregarded for 
purpoaes ~f this determination. . 

Solaglas Ctlmment S. Solaglas iupea 
that the Department'• preliminary · _ 

determination failed &o adjust foreiRD 
market value to allow for differences in 
pricea in- the United Statea and the home 
market due to differencea iii quantities 
sold in the two markets: · 

the Act. Wll wHl notify the rrc Of OW' 
·determination. In addition. we are 
maldna available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonpropnetiiry 
information relating to this '·' · 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
accese to all privileged and business 
proprietary information in Our files, 
provided the rrc confirm• that it will 
not disclose such information, either 
publicly or under an administrative · 
protective order, without the written 
consent of the Deputy A111istant 

OOC Jioaition. We determined that 
Solaglas sells to the United States in 18 
ton load1 and in the home market in 
variousquantttiesatvartousprices 
based on 18 ton loads. However, an 
analysis of Solaglaa' home market sales 
in~cated that It did not itrictly adhere 
to its home market price lists. 
Accordingly, ·we were unable to 
determine the quantity discount 
adjustment amount, if any, to be applied 
to home market sales. Therefore, we 
used the actual net selling prices 
reported by Solaglas. 

· Secretary for Import Administration. 

Solaglas Comment 8. Solaglas 
contends that verification showed that 
expenses claimed for home market 
advertising and commissions, which 
were disallowed in the preliminary 
determination, did in fact exist and were 
dift!ctly related to Solaglas' home 
market sales during the period of 
Investigation. 

DOC Position. We agree and. in 
accordance with I 353.15 of C.Ommen:e's 
Regulations, have adjusted foreign . 
market value to account for the claimed 
expenses. 

Continuation of Suspension of 
UquidatioD 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act. we llft! dift!cting the U.S. 
Customs Service to continue to suspend 
liquidation of all entrie1 of mirrors in 
1tock sheet and lehr end aizes froro the 
United Kingdom that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 

· consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The U.S. Customs service shall 
require a cash deposit or the posting of a 
bond equal to the estimated weighted
average amount by which the foreign 
market value of the mercliandise subject 
to this investigation exceeds the United· 
States price as shown in the table 
b~low. This suspension of liquidation 
will remain in effect until further notice. 

Bowman Wellbet, Ud. __________ .:. _____________ _ 

Sol8QIM~. Lld-----·-·-
AI C0....-------------1 

ITC Notification 

11.32 
4UI 
20.33 

· Jn accordance with section 735(d) of 

The rrc will make its determination 
whether these imports materially injure, 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry within-45 days of publication of 
this notice. If the ITC determines that 
material injury or threat of material 
injury does not exist. the proceeding will 
be terminated and all securities posted· 
aa a result of the suspension of 
liquidation will be refunded or 
cancelled. 

However, If the ITC determines that 
such injury does exist. we will issue an 
antidumping duty order directing 
Custom.a officers to aasesa an 
antidumping duty on mirrors iD atock 
sheet and lehr end sizes from the United 
Kingdom entered. or withdrawn from · 
warehouse. for consumption on or after 
the date of suspension of liquidation, 
equal to the amount by which the 
foreign market value of the merchandise 
exceeds th~ United States price. 

Thia determination it being published 
pursuant to section 735{d) of tile Act (19 
u.s.c. t873d(d)). . . 
p ... rm.Imberg. . 
Auistant Secretary for Trude Admini6trotion: 

· November 24. 19118. 
[FR Doc. 86-%7084Pi1ed12-1~ 8:45 am] 
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